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In 1985 Tulving introduced the remember-know procedure, whereby subjects are asked to distinguish between memories that involve retrieval of contextual details (remembering) and memories that do not (knowing). Several studies have been reported showing age-related declines in remember hits, which has typically been interpreted as supporting dual-process theories of cognitive aging that align remembering with a recollection process and knowing with a familiarity process. Less attention has been paid to remember false alarms, or their relation to age. We reviewed the literature examining aging and remember/know judgments and show that age-related increases in remember false alarms, i.e., false remembering, are as reliable as age-related decreases in remember hits, i.e., veridical remembering. Moreover, a meta-analysis showed that the age effect size for remember hits and false alarms are similar, and larger than age effects on know hits and false alarms. We also show that the neuropsychological correlates of remember hits and false alarms differ. Neuropsychological tests of medial-temporal lobe functioning were related to remember hits, but tests of frontal-lobe functioning and age were not. By contrast, age and frontal-lobe functioning predicted unique variance in remember false alarms, but MTL functioning did not. We discuss various explanations for these findings and conclude that any comprehensive explanation of recollective experience will need to account for the processes underlying both remember hits and false alarms.
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Endel Tulving has made greater contributions to the study of retrieval processes than any other researcher. Tulving and Pearlstone (1966) distinguished between information available in memory (what is stored) and information that is accessible on a particular test (what is retrievable with certain cues). Although psychologists and neuroscientists would hope to determine all the information that is stored or available in memory, no techniques (psychological or physiological) can ever permit us to know for sure. Rather, our techniques only permit us to know what information is accessible on a particular test, with a certain set of cues, under specific encoding and retention conditions. The distinction between availability and accessibility seems widely (if not universally) accepted in writings of cognitive psychologists, but it still has not penetrated all scientific fields of memory. The primary method of examining variations in accessibility is by changing retrieval cues during the test, for example, comparing free and cued recall (as in Tulving & Pearlstone, 1966) . Certain types of cues greatly increase accessibility relative to free recall (e.g., category names for lists composed of category members), whereas other types of cues that would seem to be valid ones (e.g., items from the list used to * Corresponding author. Tel.: +1 970 491 3018.
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cue other list items) can actually decrease accessibility (Slamecka, 1968) .
In the 1970s Tulving continued to pioneer the study of retrieval processes with a series of publications on the encoding specificity principle (e.g., Tulving & Thomson, 1973 ; among many others). Many experiments on encoding specificity involve the simultaneous manipulation of study conditions and test conditions. For example, one may have two encoding conditions (say A and B). Then test conditions are created such that one type of test is intended to match or recreate the encoding of the A condition (call it test condition A ) and another test condition is intended to re-arouse the encoding condition in B (test condition B ). In most experiments, when the test condition matches the encoding condition (A and A ; B and B ) performance is better than when the conditions mismatch (A and B ; B and A ). This outcome in many experiments caused Tulving and his colleagues to introduce the encoding specificity principle. Stated in brief, the idea is that encoding consists of certain features of an event being coded and represented in a memory trace; retrieval cues are effective to the extent that features extracted from the cue match or complement those in the trace (Tulving, 1983) .
Another key contribution by Tulving to the study of retrieval processes occurred in the 1980s. Students of memory typically measure accessibility through a variety of methods (e.g., free recall,
